Serial No. 09/196,338 

In reply to Office Action mailed November 2, 2007 
Page 10 of 16 

REMARKS 

This is in response to the Office Action mailed on November 2, 2007. Claims 1, 10, 11, 
and 25-29 were pending and were rejected. Claims 1,10, and 1 1 are presently amended. In light 
of the arguments and comments below, reconsideration and allowance of the present application 
are respectfully requested. 

Acknowledgement of Information Disclosure Statement 

As a preliminary matter, Applicant requests that the Examiner acknowledge that the 
references cited in the Supplemental Information Disclosure Statement filed October 1 1 , 2007 
have been considered. For the Examiner's convenience, copies of the Supplemental Information 
Disclosure Statement and the Electronic Acknowledgement Receipt are enclosed herein. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §102 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 10, 11, 25-29 under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(e) as being anticipated by Burkey (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0143573). 
Applicant submits that the Burkey publication fails to serve as a valid prior art reference under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e). The filing date of the Burkey application is December 29, 2003, whereas the 
priority date of the present application is November 12, 1998. A corrected filing receipt has been 
obtained for this application which now properly shows priority to provisional application Serial 
No. 60/1 15,515 filed November 12, 1998. Additionally, an amendment to the specification is 
offered which recites the correct priority claim to this provisional application. 

The continuation application to which the Burkey application claims priority, Serial No. 
09/195,875, also fails to serve as prior art available for use under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), being filed 
on November 19, 1998. The provisional application to which Serial No. 09/195,875 claims 
priority, Serial No. 60/1 10,818, also does not provide Burkey with an earlier priority date, 
because Serial No. 60/1 10,818 was filed the same date, November 12, 1998, not before the 
priority date of the present application as required by 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

Therefore, because the Burkey reference does not claim priority to an application filed 
before the priority date of the present application, Burkey cannot serve as § 102(e) prior art. 
Applicant respectfully requests the withdrawal of the rejection under § 102(e). 



Serial No. 09/196,338 

In reply to Office Action mailed November 2, 2007 
Page 11 of 16 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 10, 11, 25-29 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Bergh (U.S. Patent No. 6,112,186) in view of Sumita (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,907,836) in view of King (U.S. Patent No. 6,452,614). Additionally, the Examiner 
rejected claims 1, 10, 11, 25-29 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Bergh in 
view of Sumita in view of King in view of Arellano (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0128624) 
or Rose (U.S. Patent No. 6,202,058). 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's assessment of the cited references, 
and submits that the cited references, each alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest all of 
the limitations of the amended claims as required by MPEP § 2143. As explained below, 
significant differences exist between the cited references and numerous claimed features of the 
present invention, particularly the features involving personal information data and user profiles. 
Additionally, the Applicant submits that there is no suggestion, teaching, or motivation to 
combine the teachings of the cited references as provided by MPEP § 2143.01. 

User Profile Personal Information Rules/Restrictions 

Claims 1, 10, and 11 have been amended to more clearly indicate the contents of the 
personal information data which is stored within each user profile. As recited by the presently 
claimed invention, each user profile contains personal information data including "direct user 
inputs, information based on the use of the product/service rating information, a profile field, and 
a profile restriction, wherein the profile field contains detailed personal information of a user 
associated with the user profile and the profile restriction contains rules in the form of a pattern 
to restrict the rules to certain uses". The Examiner has acknowledged that Bergh does not 
disclose this feature, but alleges that that the King reference does. However, in no instance of 
King are "rules" or "patterns" disclosed, nor is any similar rule-based functionality taught or 
suggested. 

In contrast, the King reference merely mentions restricting access to certain types of 
stored information by controlling navigation in a user interface. This teaching discloses little 
more than filtering which data is displayed to a user. In contrast, the data stored in the user 
profile of the presently claimed invention "contains rules in the form of a pattern," which more 



Serial No. 09/196,338 

In reply to Office Action mailed November 2, 2007 
Page 12 of 16 

accurately generates and displays a personalized product report based on data from the user 
profile. 

Additionally, King 's disclosure of different personas for a user where each persona has 
different restrictions and capabilities is not relevant or analogous to the claimed rules existing in 
the form of a pattern. The use of different personas such as "Master Persona", "Bill Payer", and 
"House Buyer" in King determines whether to display all available information to a user (such as 
in a "master" role) or to display only a subset of available information. As discussed above, this 
teaching is mere filtering of data displayed to the user. Viewing the reference as a whole, the 
disclosure of personas, user profiles, and user information in the context of the King disclosure is 
not comparable to the data processing, grouping, and storage activities being performed to 
produce robust personal information data in the presently claimed invention. 

Grouping Each User Record into User Personas 

As recited by the presently claimed invention, each of the user profiles for each user 
record is "grouped into the user personas, each being related to a unique, useful context such that 
at least one of the user profiles is grouped in at least two user personas wherein a first subset of 
users from the plurality of users have each submitted product/service rating data for at least one 
product or service." This feature of grouping employed in the larger claimed invention helps 
locate persons who have the closest match to the user's profile, ensuring that product reports 
eventually sent back to the user only contain statistics from people who are similar to that user. 

The Office Action does not specifically address this grouping functionality in the claimed 
invention, stating that "it would be obvious that Bergh 's multiple domains and profiles for a 
single user can function as personas and profiles for the user." The mere disclosure of multiple 
personas as in King, and the disclosure of multiple domains in Bergh, however, do not teach or 
suggest the action of grouping user profiles into useful and unique user personas as claimed in 
the present invention. 

Similarly, the citation of the Arellano and Rose references fails to address the grouping 
functionality claimed in the present invention. The motivation cited by the Examiner to combine 
Arellano or Rose with Bergh, "to partition the user profiling/modeling space into more 
manageable pieces," is not relevant to the grouping functionality, nor does it accomplish the 
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same function of this limitation of the claimed invention, to obtain more accurate user profile 
matching. The claimed invention expressly states that the grouping occurs in a "unique, useful 
context", to produce a unique and useful result, without regard to analysis of the user profiles in 
"manageable pieces." 

Mapping Personal Information Data Along Multiple Dimensions 

As recited in the presently claimed invention, the personal information data is mapped "in 
the first set of user profiles along multiple dimensions to the personal information data in the 
user profile of the requesting user." This feature of mapping personal information data in 
multiple dimensions is not taught or suggested by Bergh. Although Bergh discloses calculating a 
"similarity factor" and "degree[s] of correlation" between two user profiles, it does not teach or 
suggest a mapping functionality, nor the mapping of personal information data contained in the 
user profile among multiple dimensions. 

Also, as claimed in the present invention, the personal information data being mapped 
along multiple dimensions includes direct user inputs and information based on use of the 
product/service rating information. The collection and mapping of product/service use 
information and rating information provided directly by the user in the presently claimed 
invention is integral to providing a more accurate and complete representation of the user in the 
user profile. The cited references fail to teach or suggest the mapping or transformation of this 
data, much less the mapping of this data along multiple dimensions. 

Filtering and Determining Similarity of User Profiles 

The Office Action cites numerous and lengthy passages of Bergh and Sumita which 
purportedly teach the claimed features of filtering and determining similarity of user profiles. 
These passages, which may suggest various similarity operations being performed on sets of 
data, do not teach each claimed limitation of the filtering, determining, and repeating steps in 
their entirety. The Applicant wishes to draw particular attention to each of the recited operations 
being performed on user profiles. The characteristics of the user profile in the presently claimed 
invention includes a set of personal information data, data which is accordingly considered when 
filtering and determining the similarity of user profiles. None of the cited art nor the passages 
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recited in the office action address the similarity operations which are being performed on the 
personal information data contained within the user profile. 

The Office Action admits that Bergh does not teach repeating filtering and determining 
steps automatically when the results are not sufficiently similar. Sumita also fails to teach or 
suggest this feature. The portions of Sumita cited in the Office Action do not address any 
automatic functionality referring to actions involving user profiles. Particularly, Col. 68, lines 6- 
21 of Sumita refers to changing "retrieving conditions", not repeating the steps of filtering and 
determining if the second set of user profiles is not determined to be sufficiently similar; Col. 56, 
lines 1-10, and 50-55 refer to a user changing some similarity threshold setting, which is clearly 
not an automatic process; and Col. 28, lines 44-67 refers only to repeating the steps of article 
retrieving, not the steps of filtering and determining user profiles . Moreover, as discussed below, 
the complete lack of teaching of any operations on a user profile in Sumita demonstrates the 
Sumita reference is not properly combinable with Bergh to serve as §103 prior art. 

Based on the reasons above demonstrating a lack of teaching or suggestion for at least the 
above-discussed limitations in the cited references, Applicant respectfully requests the removal 
of the rejection under § 103 for claims 1,10, and 1 1 . 

Combinability of the Bergh, King, and Sumita References 

Additionally, there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine the Bergh, King, 
and Sumita references. Applicant respectfully submits that although the Office Action purports 
to recite each element of the claimed invention from one or more of the references, the lack of a 
motivation to combine these references renders moot the obviousness rejection of the claims 
under § 103. 

Viewing the King reference as a whole, including its title, "Organizing a user interface 
using different personae", there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine its 
disclosure with the Bergh reference. As discussed above, King discloses displaying and 
controlling user access to defined subsets of data. The control of an information display to 
various types or classes of users is not similar or analogous to performing operations on personal 
data collected about various users and user profiles. 
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While a broad reading of Bergh may suggest relevance to analysis and similarity for data 
collected about users, virtually no data processing activities are disclosed by King. King fails in 
its entirety to teach or suggest the features of storing, analyzing, or restricting personal 
information data collected about users, and any similar concepts therein, rendering no motivation 
to combine its teachings with the Bergh reference. 

Likewise, Applicant submits that there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation to 
combine the Sumita reference with Bergh. Although some data processing activities such as 
information filtering and retrieval are disclosed by Sumita, such filtering and retrieval is only 
performed on text and images being presented to a user based on a user profile, rather than the 
claimed invention's information filtering and retrieval activities being performed directly on the 
user profile data . The presently claimed invention does not attempt to match product and service 
rating information per se, but rather attempts to match user profiles in an attempt to provide the 
most relevant rating information to the user. Bergh is likewise concerned with similarity of 
users, not necessarily the similarity of information presented to a specific user. Accordingly, 
there is no motivation to combine the teachings of Sumita with the Bergh reference. 

Applicants respectfully submit that one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been 
motivated nor have reason to combine the teachings of the cited references to achieve the 
presently claimed invention. Applicant respectfully requests the removal of the rejection under 
§103 for claims 1, 10, and 11. 

Dependent Claims 25-29 

Claims 25, 26, and 28 recite the functionality of mapping personal information data based 
on pattern matching. Although the Office Action cites three locations of Bergh which 
purportedly disclose this feature (col 6, line 33-col 7, line 7; col 4, lines 51-55; col 12, lines 15- 
31), in no instance of Bergh is any pattern matching or equivalent concept taught or suggested. 
Further, the discussions throughout pages 9-17 of the Office Action regarding results returned 
based on a "threshold" disclosed in Bergh and Sumita are not relevant to the pattern matching 
feature claimed in Claims 25, 26, and 28. 

The Office Action also fails to directly address the claimed feature of users accessing 
user profiles through intention-centric interfaces as in Claims 27 and 29. Applicant does not 
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understand how the recital of different interfaces displayed for "different domains" in Bergh 
corresponds to the feature of providing an "intention-based interface." Applicant respectfully 
submits that the concept of user domains as disclosed in Bergh does not teach or suggest 
interface functionality related to user intentions as claimed in the present invention. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the removal of the rejection under §103 for 
dependent claims 25-29. 



For at least the reasons above, Applicants respectfully request removal of the rejections 
and for favorable action and allowance of the application. If the Examiner believes that a 
telephone conference would be of value in expediting the prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner may reach the undersigned at (612) 607-7237. 

Should any additional fees be necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to 
charge or credit any such fees or overpayment to Deposit Account No. 50-1901 (Reference 
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60021-302901). 
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Christopher R.Tffilberg, Reg. No. 48,740 
Customer No. 29,838 



Oppenheimer Wolff & Donnelly, LLP 

45 South Seventh St., Suite 3300 
Minneapolis, MN 55402-1609 
Telephone: 612-607-7237 
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